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1．Introduction   
Paststudieshavede頁ned’tranSParenCy’asameasureoftherelatednessbetweenthe  
non－1iteralandliteralmeaningsofanidioml（Gibbs1987；KeysarandBly1995；  
NippoldandThylor1995，2002）・AtranSParentidiomisonewithaneaSilyrecognizable  
connectionbetweentheliteralmeanlngOftheexpressionanditsidiomaticinterpretation，  
andanon－tranSParentidiomisonewithoutsuchaconnection・ForexamPle，burnthe  
candle atbothendsis saidtobetranSParent，becausespeakers caneaSilydiscema  
relationbetweentheliteralmeanlngOfthisphrase－Whichreferstoacandlelitatand  
being consumed gradually丘om both ends－and theidiomatic meanlng Of’being  
extremelybusy，ORenwiththeresultthatyoubecometiredorsick・，Ontheotherhand，  
shootthebreezeissaidtobenon－tranSParent（oropaque），becausethereisnoeasily  
recognizablerelationbetweenthemeamngSOftheindividualwordsinthisphraseand  
itsidiomaticmean1ng’totalkwithotherpeopleina舟iendlyandinfbrmalway・ウ   
A number of views have been proposed regarding the association between  
tranSParenCyand predictability ofmean1ng・Some studies suggestthat tranSParent  
idiomslikealarmbelL”ingandgives．0．thegreenl＃tcanbedecodedsuccessfu11yby  
uninfbrmedLland／orL2speakers，bymeanSOfknowledgeoftheindividualwordsthat  
constitutetheexpression，real－WOrldknowledge，and／orpragmaticcompetence（Moon  
1998；BoersandDemecheleer2001；GrantandBauer2004；Svensson2008）・Nunberg  
etal．（1994）suggestthattheinterpretal）ility ofunfamiliartranSParentidioms may  
dependoncontext・ForexamPle，theSpanishidiomtenerunalenguadbtr呼0’tohavea  
ragtongue，isopaqueintheabsenceofcontext，butitmaybepossiblefbrnon－native  
speakerstopredictfromacombinationofsupportivecontextandliteralmeamngthat  
thisidiommeanS’toliketotalk．，KeysarandBly（1995，1999），however，arguethat  
tranSParenCylSafunctionoffamiliaritywiththestlPulatedmean1ngSOfidiomsandis  
unrelatedtopredictability．TheirinvestigationofLIspeakers’interpretationsofobsolete  
Llidioms（e．g．thegoosehangshd）showedthatspeakersrelyoncontexttocreate  
1Inthisstudy，‘idiom，isde鎖nedasamulti－WOrdexpressionthatislexica11y，SyntaCtically，and  
semanticallystable・However；individualidiomsvarywithrespeCttOthedegreeofeachofthese  
properties（Fraser1970；Nunbergetal．1994；Barkema1996；Fernando1996；Moon1998）・See  
Ishida（2008a，2008b）forfurtherdiscussion．  
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COrmeCtionsbetweentheliteral／non－1iteralmean1ngSOfunkn0wnidioms，andthatthey  
mayattributearangeOfpossiblemeamngS－includingoppositemeanlng－10eVenthe  
most’tranSParent’ofidioms（SeeMoon1998‥23fbrasimilarview）・   
Theaimofthepresentstudyistoexaminethee銑ctoftranSParenCyOnJqpaneSe  
EFLlearnerS’interpretationsofun払miliarEnglishidioms，inordertoclarifyprocesses  
associatedwithL2idiominterpretationandtherelationshipbetweentranSParenCyand  
Predictabilityofmeaning．’取anSParenCy’is de丘nedas ameasure ofthe relatedness  
betweenthenon－1iteralandliteralmeanlngSOfanidiom，aSjudgedbyspeakerswho  
already know theidiom’s stipulated meaning（Gibbs1987；Keysarand Bly1995；  
Nippoldandlもylor1995，2002）．   
2．TransparenCyandidiominterpretation  
2．1TransparenCyandL2idiomintcrpretation   
Littleworkhasbeendonetoexplorethee飴ctofidiomtranSParenCyOnleamers’  
interpretationofL2idioms．However，Ⅰ両0（1986b）andCooper（1998，1999）suggest  
thatidiomslikehitthenailonthehead haveheabigmouth，andshakealegare  
metaphorica11ytranSParentandthusmayberelativelyeasyforL21eamerStOdecode，  
Whereasidiomslikehaveag7Venthumb，甲illthebeans，andletthecatoutQ［thebqg  
arenon－tranSParentandthusdi用，Cultorimpossibletodecode．InthesameVein，Grant  
andBauer（2004）arguethatL21eamerSareal）1etousetheirlinguisticandpragmatic  
COmPetenCetOdecode‘丘gwative’idiomssuchasgethotundbrthecollarandgives．0．  
the greenlighL butnot‘coreidioms’suchas kickthe bucketandshootthe breeze．  
However，Gra山andBaueralsosaythatlearnerSmayneedcontextualcluestointerpret  
也eme鮎1mgSOf‘丘g∬幻ives．’   
Severalquestions remainwithrespecttothe claims madeinthese studies．One  
di伍cultyisthatjudgmerrtsofL2leamerS’abilitytocorrectlyinterpret’tranSParent，  
idiomsarebasedonthelinguisticintuitionsofnativespeakerswhoalreadyknowthe  
meanlngSOftheseidioms，nOtOneXPerimentalevidence．2Interpretabilityjudgmentsof  
native speakers may not takeinto accountthe range OfmeamngS attributable to  
‘traJISParent’idiomsbyminfbrmedL21eamers（C£KeysarandBly1995，1999；Moon  
1998）．Inaddition，thee飽ctofcontextmustbeclari丘ed．PastresearChhasshownthat  
L2leamersusecontexttointerpretidiomsandaremoresuccessfulinterpretingidioms  
incorrtextthaninisolation（Cooper1998；Ishida2008b；SeealsoLiontas2002）．This  
meanSthatitisnecessarytOSeParatethee飴ctsoftranSParenCyandcontext（Gibbs  
1987；LevoratoandCacciari1999；CflNippoldandRudzinski1993；NippoldandThylor  
2BoersandDemecheleer（2001）usedexperimentalevidencetoshowthatasma11numberof  
idiomsratedbynativeEnglishspeakersashavinganintermediateleveloftranSParenCyWere  
relatively easy fbr French－Speakinglearners tointerpret when presented without context・  
However，theaimoftheirstudywastoclarifythee銑ctofculture－SpeCincimagery（e．g．SHIPS，  
FOOD）onL2idiominterpretation；thequestionsofhowinterpretationisa飽ctedbythedegree  
OfidiomtransparenCyandthepresence／absenceofcontextwerenotaddressed．  
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1995，2002）・ItisalsonecessarytOeXaminethepossibilitythatcontextualcluesmay  
facilitatelearnerS，interpretationofnon－tranSParentaSWellastranSParentidioms・   
2・2Transparencyanduidiomintcrpretation   
AnumberofLldevelopmentalstudieshaveinvestigatedthee鮎ctsoftranSParenCy  
andcontextonchildren，scomprehensionofidioms・Thepresentstudytakestheview  
thatthesestudiesareinstruCtiveforthedesignofresearchtoinvestigatethesame  
factorsinL2leamers’interpretationofidioms．   
Gibbs（1987）foundthatwhenidioms werepresentedwithsupportive context，  
ChildrenfromkindergartentoGrade4wereabletoexplainthemeamngSOftranSParent  
idiomsmoreeasilythanthoseofnon－tranSParentidioms・However，Withoutcontext，  
therewerefbwsigmificantdi飴rencesrelatedtoidiomtype．Gibbs（1991）showedthat  
ChildreninkindergartenandGradelunderstood’decomposable，idiomsbetterthan  
・non－decomposable，idioms3inbothisolationandcontext．ChildreninGrades3and4  
tmderstood both kinds ofidioms equally wellin supportive contexts，but without  
SuPPOrtivecontextstheywerebetterabletointerpretdecomposableidioms・Levorato  
andCacciari（1999）extendedGibbs’（1991）results，ShowingthatchildreninGrades2  
and 4 recognized the meamngS Of tranSParentidioms better than those of  
non－tranSParentidioms，bothwhentheywerepresentedincontextandinisolation．   
Researchonolderchildrenandadolescentsalsoshowse飴ctsfbrtranSParenCyand  
COnteXt・NippoldandMartin（1989）fbundthatadolescentswereabletointerpretidioms  
moreaccuratelywhentheywerepresentedincontextthanWhentheywerepresentedin  
isolation・LaterstudiestargetingidiomunderstandinglnChildrenandadolescents丘・Om  
Grades5tollshowedthatwhenhigh－andlow－tranSParenCyidiomswerepresentedin  
COnteXt，higher－tranSParenCyidiomswereeasiertounderstandthanthosethatweremore  
OPaque（NippoldandRudzinski1993；NippoldandThylor1995，2002）．Thesestudies，  
however，didnotinvestigatetherelationshipbetweentranSParenCyandcontext．   
2.3 Research questions and hypotheses 
Thepurpose ofthepresentstudywasto determine to what extenttranSParenCy  
a飴ctsL2idiomcomprehensionperseandinrelationtocontext．Myhypothesiswas  
that tranSParenCy Per Se does not have a slgni丘cant e飴ct on L2leamers’  
COmPrehensionofun免miliaridioms．L21eamerSarelikelyto丘nditequal1ydi瓜cultto  
interpretthe mean1ngS Ofhigh－tranSParenCyandlow－tranSParenCyidiomsthat are  
unfamiliartothem，becausenotionsoftranSParenCyarebasedonpreviousknowledgeof  
3A’decomposable’idiomisoneinwhichthemeanlngSOftheindividualwordsintheidiom  
COntributeindependentlytotheidiom’soverallfigurativemeaning（Gibbs，NayakandCutting  
1989；Gibbs1991；Svensson2008）．Accordingto Gibbs，Nayakand Cutting（1989：590），  
decomposableidioms are roughlyequlValenttotransparentidioms，and non－decomposable  
idiomsarerough1yequlValenttoopaqueornon－tranSParentidioms．  
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the meanings ofidioms（Keysarand Bly1995，1999）・My prediction wasthat  
uninfbrmedL21eamersarelikelytosuggestavarietyofpossibleinterpretationsfor  
so－Called’tranSParent，idioms－aSWe11asfor’non－tranSParent，idioms－→ecausetheir  
viewoftherelationshipbetweentheliteralandnon－1iteralmean1ngSOftheidiomphrase  
is not constrained by previousknowledge oftheidiom，s stipulated mean1ng・For  
instanCe，anL2leamerun蝕Tliliarwiththeidiomgethotundbrthecollar（’getangryOr  
irritated，）mightplausiblyguessthatitmeanS’befu1lofsecretambitionorpassion’  
（Ishida2008b：126），Or’workveryhard，’or’getembarrassed・’   
Withrespecttothee飴ctofcontext，myPredictionwasthatL21eamerswouldhave  
more successinterpretingidioms presented with supportive context thanWithout  
桝ippold and Martin1989；Levorato and Cacciari1999；Ishida2008b）・Two  
possibilitieswereconsideredwithrespecttotheinteractionbetweenidiomtypeand  
context．OnewasthatsupportivecontextmightprovidelearnerSWithenoughlinguistic  
infbrmationtoenablethemtointerprethigh－andlow－tranSParenCyidiomsequallywell・  
The other was that supportive context might allowleamers tointerpret  
high－tranSParenCyidiomsmoreeasilythanlow－tranSParenCyidioms，becauseCOnteXtual  
clueswouldleadthemtoperceiveaconnectionbetweentheidiom，sliteralmeanlngand  
thenon－1iteralmeanlngtheyhadinfbrredfromcontext・Inotherwords，ane脆ctfor  
tranSParenCymightemergeonlyinthepresenceofsupportivecontext・   
3．Metbod  
3．1Transparemeysurvey   
First，aSurveyWaSCamiedoutinordertoidentifyonesetofhigh－tranSParenCyand  
OneSetOflow－tranSParenCyEnglishidiomstobeusedinthemainexperiment・   
LhrLic如an奴ParticiparrtswerellundergraduatestudentsintheCollegeofJapaneSe  
LanguageandCulttueattheUniversityofT§ukubawhohadtakenatleastoneofthe  
researcher，sclassesonidiomstudiesandwerefhmiliarwithmanyEnglishidioms．L2  
1eamerSWereChosenbecauseitwasconsideredimportanttObasetranSParenCyratings  
OntheperceptionsofspeakerssimilartOthegroupwhoseidiomcomprehensionwas  
umderinvestigation・4   
肋LeriaLs．40idiomswereselected丘ompreviousstudies，including20judgedas  
high－tranSParenCyand20judged aslow－tranSParenCyby Lladolescentsand adults  
（Gibbs1987；GibbsandNayak1989；NippoldandRudzinski1993）．Tb ensurethat  
COmmOnly－uSedexpressionswerechosen，Selectionwaslimitedtoidiomslistedinthe  
CollinsCobuildDictionaTyqf．momsandtheLongmanAmericanldiomsDictionaTy  
（i．e．，COrPuS－basedlearnerS’dictionarieswithfrequency－basedselectioncriteria）・  
4CompretoNippoldandThylor（2002），Whousedchildren’sratingsoftranSParenCyand  
fhmi1iarltyinstead ofratings given byadolescents oradults（Nippold and Rudzinski1993；  
Levorato and Cacciari1999）to examine how these］臨ctors a蝕ct children’sidiom  
understanding．  
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伽cedu椚・Participants were testedin smallgroups orindividually・Awritten  
fbrmat WaS uSed，With detailedinstruCtions and rating scales glVeninJapaneSe．  
Participantswere且rstaskedtojudgetheirfamiliaritywiththe40targetidioms，uSlnga  
scaleoflto4（seeSection3．2fordetails）．5Theywerethenasked，inaseparate  
questionnaire，tOjudgetherelatednessbetweentheliteralandidiomaticmean1ngSOf  
eachofthe40idioms，uSingascaleoflto5（1＝nOtrelatedatall，5＝Closelyrelated）．  
TbcontrolfbrthepossibilitythatparticipantSmightbeunfhmiliarwithsomeofthe  
idiomsandthusunabletojudgetheirtranSParenCy，ade員nitionandexamPlesentence，  
bothin English，Were PrOVided fbr eachidiom（Cf二Nippoldand Rudzinski1993；  
NippoldandThylor2002）．ParticipantSWerealsoinstruCtedtowritedownanyJapaneSe  
expressionstheythoughtsimilartotheEnglishidiomsintermsoflexisand／ormeanlng．   
Res〃Lh．MeantranSParenCyratlngSWereCalculatedfbreachidiom・Threeidiomsfbr  
血ich participantSidenti鮎d similarJapaneSe eXPreSSions were eliminated舟om  
COnSideration，inordertominimizethelikelihoodofLltranSfbrinthemainexperiment  
（血Jeo〝渥〃加／薄氷を踏む，ム㍍加γ0〃rJ桓／（お）口にチャック（する），COmgO〟J  
Qfoneおshell／甲羅を破る）．Oftheremainingidioms，12withthehighesttranSParenCy  
ratings（mean4．20，SD．82）and12withthelowesttranSParenCyratings（mean2．15，SD  
l．06）werechosenforthemainexperiment．6  
（2）low－tranSparenty   
カCeJ如椚〃∫お（l．18）   
放射鮎占〟C如（1．45）   
カ〟q鮮血wqgo〝（l．55）   
ぷ．J．ね鮎∫J鮎cα加（1．73）   
C鹿wJ如カJ（2．00）   
γOJew油0〃eお♪eJ（2．27）   
∫如0‖ゐeゐ柁αβ（2．27）   
ぬ丑Jゐ和昭ゐ0〃官女力αJ（2．36）   
C〃OJo乃gおゐβe在（2．55）   
ぬ如∫．0．（わw〃αクgg（2．55）  
（1）bigb－tranSpareney   
CJ℃∫∫∫WOれゐw油∫．0．（4．64）   
∂eJo乃血wJ℃〃g如和e（4．64）   
地肌げ血甜（4．55）   
班和W∫．0．わ妨ewoルビ∫（4．45）   
geJ′わJ〟〃滋rJ鮎co〃肝（4．45）   
CJe併血αか（4．36）   
力α〝gわ′α班柁α7（4．00）   
geJ血pわぬ柁（4．00）   
れげ〃0Ver（J〝eWJe材（3．91）   
和Cた伽∂0αJ（3．82）  
5Themeanfamiliarityscorefbrtheidiomswasl．82（SD．64），Whichwaslowbutsignincantly  
higherthanthemeanscoreofl．14（SD．12）fbrtheidiomsinthemainexperiment（F（1，22）＝  
28・38，P＜・001）・Higherfami1iarityidioms（e．g．kickthebuckei，3．73）werenotexcluded斤om  
themainexperiment，becauseitwasthoughtthatstudentswhohadnottakenanyclasseson  
idiomswouldbelesslikelytoknowthemthanthosewhohad（SeeSections3．2and3．3）．  
6Thecategorizationshownin（1）and（2）isconsistentwiththecategorizationoftheseidioms  
inthestudiesfromwhichtheywereorigina11yselected．Forinstance，GibbsandNayak（1989）  
ClassifybetonthewronghoITeaS血・anSParentandcmyaLoTt：hhrs．0．aSOpaque．Thissupports  
theviewthatjudgments oftranSParenCyareCOnSistentacrossdiffbrent groups ofspeakers  
PippoldandTaylor2002），ratherthan subiectiveandidiosyncratic（Moon1998；Svensson  
2008）．However；thequestionofwhetherornotthereisastatisticalcorrelationbetweenthe  
tranSParenCyratingsofLIspeakersandinfbrmedL2learnerSisonethatremainsfbrfhture  
investigation．  
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eαJo〃β宮woJlゐ（3．82）  占gαゐg如才ゐe椚叩r（2・91）  
ぬ印加cの肋αJムo才力g〃ゐ（3．82）  cαJγαわ打力カγ∫．仇（3．00）   
3．2Maimexperimemt   
劫rtic如atztf．ParticipantSWere18paidvolunteerS（13fbmale，5male）whowere  
SeCOnd－andthird－yearStudentsintheCollegeofJqpaneSeLanguageandCultureatthe  
UniversityofT盲ukuba．AllwerenativespeakersofJapaneSeWhoatthetimeofthe  
experimenthadhadbetween7：3and8yearsofformalEnglishstudyinJ叩an．The15  
SeCOnd－yearStudentswereenro11edinanupPer－intermediateEnglishcourseatthetime  
Oftheexperiment，andnoneoftheparticipantShadtakenanyOftheresearcher’sidiom  
Classes．Fortheexperiment，ParticipantSWeredividedrandomlyintotwogroupsof9．   
MdLeria血atld伽ced〟rtLS．ParticipantS COmPletedin successionthefour tasks  
describedbelow，uSlngawittenformat．DetailedinstruCtionsinwrittenJapaneSeWere  
PrOVidedforal1tasks，andinstruCtionswerealsoreadaloudbytheresearcherforThsks  
l）and2）・Completed testbookletsforeachtaskwere collectedbeforeparticipantS  
PrOCeededtothenexttask．   
DFbmiLiarib，SurvりちThepurposeofthissurVeyWaStOVerifytheextenttowhich  
ParticipantSWerefamiliarwiththe24testidioms・ItwasanticipatedthatallparticipantS  
WOuld be un臨miliarwithmostoftheidioms．Theidioms werepresented without  
COnteXtandparticipantSjudgedtheirfamiliaritywitheachoneusinga4－POintscale（1＝  
Ihaveneverheardh・eadthisidiombefore；4＝Ihaveheard／readthisidiommanytimes）．   
2）EhpLhnation乃sk・ThiswasthefirstoftwotaskstoinvestigateparticipantS’  
COmPrehensionofthetargetidioms．Twotestbookletswerepreparedwith24idiom  
examPleseach，including6high－tranSParenCy／6lowJtranSParenCyidiomsinsupportive  
COnteXtand6high－tranSParenCy／6low－tranSParenCyidiomsinnon－SuPPOrtivecontext．  
IdiomspresentedinsupportivecontextinBookletlwerepresentedinnon－SuPPOrtive  
COnteXtinBooklet2，andviceversa．   
Supportive context examPleswerebasedon exarpplesretrievedfromthe Wbrld  
Edition ofthe British NationalCorpus（2000）．Developmentalstudies ofLlidiom  
COmPrehensionhavetypical1yused3－Or4－SentenCeinventedstorieswiththeidiomsas  
their丘nalsentences，aSin’Paulbroketheice’（Gibbs1987；NippoldandRudzinski  
1993；LevoratoandCacciari1999）・However，eXaminationofcorpusdatasuggeststhat  
idiomsarelikelytoappearembeddedinlongersentencesthatincluderichlinguistic  
information（e・g・（3）below），and some studies arguethatinorderto clarifywhat  
actual1ygoesonwhenspeakersinterpretidioms，itisimportanttOaPPrOXimatereal  
1anguageSituations（Moon1998：36）・Inthepresentstudy，S叩POrtivecontextexamples  
Werebasedonthoseappear1nglnauthenticBNCtexts；however，teStbookletswere  
Standardizedwithrespecttolengthand di伍culty・Themeannumber ofwords fbr  
SuPPOrtivecontextexamPleswas41・4and40・1forBookletsland2respectively，and  
theaverageFlesch－Kincaidreadabilityindexforbothbookletswas8．4．  
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Non－SupPOrtivecontextexamPlesweresentencesconsistingofthetestidiomsalong  
withanyargumentSrequiredbytheidiom’sbasicsyntacticstruCture．Carewastakento  
ShowvetbsinthesameforminwhichtheyappearedinthesupportivecontextexamPles  
（’Jane垣堕Bi11downaPe乱’’Wewerechewingthefat．’‘That！軸，）．Idioms  
Were PreSentedina diffbrent random orderin each booklet，and examPles were  
altematedwithrespeCttOidiomtypeandcontextcondition．   
ParticipantSWereinstruCtedtoindicate，鮎stofall，Whetherornotthey▼alreadyknew  
themeanlngOfeachidiom，uSlnga3－POintscale・7TheywerealsoinstruCtedtoreadthe  
idiomexamPlesandwrite，inJapaneSe，Whattheythoughteachidiommeant．AsamPle  
questionforanidiominsq）POrtivecontextisshownin（3）below  
（3）はrⅣatOrd＝br＄OmeOne  
1  2  3  
意味を知らない  意味を知っているかもしれないが、  意味を知っている  
あまり自信がない  
（例）Nineteenyearsa鮎rhisdeath，RitaMar1eyisstillcarrVingatorchforherreggae－Star  
husband．‘Wtweren’tjustsinglngPartnerS，WeWeremanandwoman，havingchildren  
together；havingdreams．Wtwerejustan0theryounggirlandyoungboy丘omtheghetto．’  
はrryatOrd＝brsomeoneはどのような意味を表わしていると思いますか。  
（あなたの推測）   
3）FbrTedCnoicenskPastresearchhasdemonstratedthatbothexplanationand  
forcedchoicetasksareSenSitivetofactorsa飽ctingidiomunderstanding（Nippoldand  
Rudzinski1993；NippoldandTaylor1995；NippoldandTaylor2002）；however，With  
thelatter，CaremuStbetakentoprovideanadequatenumberofchoices，tOenSuretheir  
Plausibilityincontext，andtoavoidusingchoicesthatsimplyrestatetheidiom’sliteral  
mean1ng．ThepresentstudyusedbothaneXPlanationandaforcedchoicetask，withthe  
expectationofsimilarresultsinbothtasksregardingthefactorsofinterest，aSWellasof  
higherscoresontheforcedchoicetaskascomparedtotheexplanationtask．   
Twotestbookletswereprepareduslngthesame24idiomexamPlesthathadbeen  
usedintheExplanationThsk，PreSentedinadi飴rentrandomorder．Thistimefour  
POSSiblede且mitionswereglVenforeachidiom．Thecorrectchoicewasbasedonthe  
de丘nition giveninthe Collins Cobuild DictionaTy qfldioms，withthe Longman  
AmericanldiomsDictionaTyuSedasanadditionalre氏rence．Theotherchoiceswere  
7Resultsshowedthatoutofthetota1432responses，nOidiomswereratedas3（‘Iknowthe  
meaning’），and27wereratedas2（’Imightknowthemeaning，butI’mnotsure’）・hthelatter  
CaSe，mOStOfthede丘nitionsglVenWereincorrect；thetwocorrectdefinitionswereexcluded  
録omtheanalysisreportedinSection4．  
－21－   
writteninconsultationwithanadultnative speakerofJapaneSeWhowas unfamiliar  
withthemeanmgsofthetestidioms．SincethesameSetSOfchoiceswereusedforboth  
test booklets，Care WaS taken to create choicesthat would be consistentwiththe  
SupPOrtive context examPlesand plausible to EFLlearnerSlooking attheidioms  
withoutsupportivecontext・Effbrtwasalsomadetoavoidchoicesthatparaphrasedthe  
literalmeaJungOftheidiom，SOthatparticipantswouldneedtoconsidereachchoice  
befbremakinga丘nalselection．   
ParticipantSWereinfbrmedthattheywouldbelookingatthesameidiomexamPles  
theyhadlookedatintheExplanationThsk．TheywereinstruCtedtoreadtheexamPles  
agamandchooseoneofthefourpossiblede負mitionsfbreachidiom・Theywerealso  
tolditwasnotnecessary払rtheirchoicestobeconsistentwiththeidiomdeBnitions  
they had glVenin the Explanation Thsk．A samPle question fbranidiom in  
non－SuPPOrtivecontextisshownbelowin（4）．  
（4）carryatorcb伽rsomeone  
（例）JaneiscarrvinEatOrChfbrJohn．  
earryatorcb鮎rsomeoneはどのような意味を表わしていると思いますか。  
a）topasssomethingon；tOtranSftrpossessionofsomethingtosomeoneelse  
b）to俺elloveforsomeonewhenyouarefhraLWayOrCannOthavearelationship  
C）totellmanypeopleaboutsomeoneorsomethingspecial  
d）tosupportsomeone；tOhelpsomeoneelsewiththeirwork  
41abzetesLParticipantSCOmPletedaclozetestusingthetextgiveninAppendixA  
OfKobayashi（2002）．Thepurposeofthistestwastoverifythecomparabilityofthetwo  
groupsofparticipantS（BookletlandBooklet2）withrespeCttOtheirgeneralEnglish  
language abilityandtocategorizetheparticipants，basedontherankorderoftheir  
SCOreS，intotwoproficiencygroupstobecomparedatalaterstageoftheanalysis．Itwas  
thoughtthataclozetestwouldbeanaPPrOPriatetooltomeasureEnglishabilitybecause  
PaStreSearChreportsamoderatelyhighcorrelationbetweenperformanCeOnClozetests  
and on other Englishlanguage PrO航ciency tests，eSPeCially when semantically－  
acceptablewordscoringmethodsareusedfortheformer（Kobayashi2002：575）．   
3．3Seonmg ●  
L）EbmiLiqr砂S〟TV即Themeanfami1iarityratingfbrthe24testidiomswasl．14  
（SD・12），andtherangeWaS丘oml・0（SDO）tol．44（SD．83）．Meanratingsforthehigh－  
andlow－tranSParenCyidiomswerel・14（丘D・13）andl．15（SD．12）respectively．The  
Smallstandarddeviationsindicatethatthe24testidiomswerehomogenousintermSOf  
low払miliarity，aS had been amicipated・Based onthese results，it was judged  
appropriatetousethetestidiomstoinvestigateleamers，comprehensionofunfhmiliar  
L2idioms．  
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2）Exphmation Tbsk All18de且nitionsgivenfor eachidiom were scoredin  
COmParisontode負nitionslistedintheCollinsCobuildDictionaTyQfldioms，Withthe  
LongmanAmericanLiiomsDictionaTyuSedasasupplementaryrefもrence・Raterswere  
theresearcherandabilingualstudentattheUniversityofT盲ukuba（LIJapaneSe，L2  
English）．TwopointsweregivenforacorrectanSWer，OnePOintfbrapartiallycorrect  
answer，andzeropointsfbranincorrectanSWer・ApartiallycorrectanSWerWaSOnethat  
includedpart ofthedictionaryde重nitionbut was eithertoo broad ortoo speci鮎．  
SamPlede負nitionsandscoresfbrgethotundbrthecollar（’togetangryOrannOyed’）in  
supportivecontext8areshownin（5）below．  
（5a）内心は怒っている。強く不満を感じている。（beinwardly angry；fbelstrong  
dissatisfaction）→2points   
（5b）わくわくする。興奮する。熱くなる。（getnervous／excited；getWOrkedup；heatup）  
→1point   
（5c）秘密を持っている。（haveasecret）→Opoints   
Al1432responses were scoredindependently by both raters．There were 366  
agreementsand66disagreements，reSultinglnaninterscoreragreementrateof85％．A11  
disagreementsweresubsequentlyresoIvedthroughdiscussionsothatlOO％agreement  
wasreached．   
3）FbrTedChoice乃sk・CorrectandincorrectchoicesweregivenlpointandO  
POints，reSPeCtively．   
4）aozeLesL The semantica11y－aCCePtable word scoringmethod was used．This  
meanS thatanSWerS that made sensein the glVen COnteXt Were SCOred as correct，  
regardlessoftheirsyntacticacceptability．Aone⊥WayanalysISOfvarianCeShowedno  
Slgni鮎antdi銑rencebetweenthegeneralEnglishabilityofthetwoparticipantgrOuPS，  
asmeasuredbytheirperfbrmanCeOntheclozetest．Participantswerethendividedintoa  
higherproficiencygroup，Withrawscoresranging舟om12to180utOf25（mean15．33，  
SD2・00），andalowerpro負ciencygroup，Withscoresranging触）m7toll（mean9．00，  
SDl・22）・The di飽rence between the meanS Ofthe two pro鮎iency groups was  
Statisticallysignincantatthe・051evel（Ftl，16）＝65．64；P＜．001）．   
4．Amalysisandresults   
PrelimlnaryanalysesoftheanswerstotheExplanationandForcedChoiceThsks  
ShowedthatparticipantS’scoresdidnotdi蝕rasaresultofbookletasslgnment．Al1  
SCOreSWereS止bsequentlyanalyzedbya（2）contextconditionby（2）idiomtypeby（2）  
PrOficiencylevelmixedanalysisofvarianCe．ANOVÅresultsshowedthatbothtasks  
8Thesupportive－COnteXteXamPleforthisidiomwasasfbllows‥‘Itwassoonapparentthat  
manypeOPleintheaudiencewerecriticalofthewaylnWhichthelawisbeingadministered・  
SomeB9！extremelyh9tVnderthecolbaboutit．，’Rowdy，WaSit？，  
－23－   
WereSenSitivetothefactorsoftranSParenCyandcontext；however，therewasnomain  
e蝕ctforpro負ciencyandnointeractionbetweenpro負ciencyandeitheroftheothertwo  
factors・9Theproficiencyfhctorwasthusexcludedfromall鮎血eranalyses・Thblel  
（below）shows the mean raw scores，Standard deviations，and rangeS Obtained by  
ParticipantSforhighandlow－tranSParenCyidiomsinthesupportiveandnon－Sq）POrtive  
COnteXtCOnditions，forbothcomprehensiontasks．  
Tbblel ResultsoftheExplanationMorcedChoiceTねsks  
Note．N＝18；n＝9foreachidiomundereachcondition．SD＝Standarddeviation．   
IntheExplanationThsk，high－tranSparenCyidiomswereeasierforparticipantStO  
interpretthanlow－tranSParenCyidioms（Fl（1，16）＝28．00，P＜．001；為（1，22）＝9．98，P  
＜・01），andidioms presentedin supportive context were easierthanthosein  
non－SqPPOrtivecontext（F］（1，16）＝24．73，P＜．001；F2（1，22）＝23．70，P＜．001）．（F］  
and乃indicateFratiosfbrtheparticipantanalysisandtheitemanalysis，reSPeCtively．）  
However，therewasnosigni点cantinteractionbetweenidiomtypeandcontextcondition．  
This meanSthat，Vdlile high－tranSParenCyidioms were easier tointerpretthan  
low－tranSParenCyidiomsinbothcontextconditions，thisdi飴rencewasnotgreaterfor  
idiomsinsupportivecontextsthanitwasforthoseinnon－SuPPOrtivecontexts．Thble2  
（nextpage）1iststhe24individualidioms丘omeasiesttomostdi航culttoexplain，in  
bothcontextconditions．   
OverallresultsoftheForcedChoiceTbskweresimilartothoseoftheExplanation  
9Tbfurtherinvestigatepossiblee脆ctsofpro鮎iency，aSeparateanalysISWaSCarriedoutuslng  
theresultsfbrparticipantswiththe6highestand6lowestscoresontheclozetest．Rawscores  
ramged録om15to18forthetop6（mean16．50，SDl．05）and丘・Om7to9fbrthebottom6  
（mean8・33，SD・82），andtheformerscoresweresigni鮎antlyhigherthanthelatter（F（l，10）＝  
226・51，P＜・001）・However；OnCeagain，therewasnoe飴ctforpro丘ciencyandnointeraction  
betweenproficiencyandeitheroftheothertwofactors・ResultsfbrtranSParenCyandcontext  
WereSimilartothoseintheanalysisforal124idioms：therewasamainefrbctfbrbothfactorsin  
theExplanationThsk（tranSParenCy：F（1，10）＝16・27；P＜・01）；COnteXt：F（1，10）＝12．57；P  
＜・01）andintheForcedChoiceTask匝anSparenCy：F（1，10）＝9．91，P＜．05；COnteXt：F（1，10）＝  
5・27，P＜・05），buttherewasnosignificantinteractionbetweenthesetwofactorsineithertask．  
－24－   
Thsk．High－tranSParenCyidiomswereeasierforparticipantStOunderstandthanlow－  
transparencyidioms（FI（1，16）＝12・44，P＜・01；F2（1，22）＝9．1i，P＜．01），andidioms  
PreSentedinsupportivecontextwereeasiertointerpretthanthoseinnon－SuPPOrtive  
COnteXt（F（1，16）＝10・76，P＜・01；乃（1，22）＝4・90，P＜．05）．Therewasnosigni負cant  
interactionbetweentranSParenCyandcontext．   
恥ble2Idiomslistedinorderofincreasingdi餓cultybrcachcontextcondition  
crossswordswiths．0．   
betonthewronghorse   9 HT  throws．0．tOthewoIves   g  HT   
hangbyathread   9  HT  hangbyathread   7  HT   
CarryatOrChfbrs．0．   8  IJ  turnoveranewleaf   5  HT  
betonthewronghorse   4  HT   
throws．0．tOthewoIves   4  HT   
tumoveranewleaf   7  HT  rocktheboat   4  HT   
bumthecandleatbothends   6  HT  e如One，swords   3  HT   
COOlone，sheels   6  IJ  gethotunderthecollar   3  HT   
clear the air 5  HT  blowoffsteam   2  HT   
rock the boat 5  HT  CarryatOrChfors．0．   2  IJ   
shoot the breeze 5  LT  talkthroughone’shat   2  IJ  
kick the bucket 4．5  IJ  bumthecandleatbothends   I HT 
face the music 4  IJ  takes．0．downapeg   1 LT 
takes．0．downapeg   4  IJ  beadoginthemanger   0  IJ   
fall offthe wagon 3  LT  Chew也e飴t   0  LT   
eatone，swords   2  HT  coolone，sheels   0  IJ   
get the picture 2  HT  払cethemusic   0  1J   
s．t．takesthecake   2  IJ  払1lo仔也ewagon   0  LT   
VOteWithone，sfeet   2  u「  getthepicture   0  HT   
talkthroughone，shat   口  田  kickthebucket   0  IJ   
beadogin仇emanger   0 Lr  Shootthebreeze   0  LT   
blowoffsteam   0  HT  S．t．takesthecake   0  IJ   
chew也e払t   0  IJ  VOteWithone，sftet   0  LT   
Note：Accuracyscoresareoutofamaximumtotalof18．HT＝hightranSParenCy，1J＝lowtranSParenCy．  
Tbcomparethedi疏cultyofthetwocomprehensiontasks，丘rstrawscoresonthe  
Forced Choice task were doubled to obtain a score out of48．Mean SCOreS for  
ParticipantSWere9．46（SD3．66）fortheExplanationThskand19．51（且D4．86）forthe  
ForcedChoiceThsk，rePreSentlngSuCCeSSrateSOf19．7％and40．6％respectively．As  
hadbeenexpected，ParticipantaccuracywasslgnificantlyhigherontheForcedChoice  
ThskthanOntheExplanationrrhsk（Ptl，17）＝53．08，P＜．001）．Bothofthesetasksare  
COgmitively demanding，becausethey requlreleamerS tO reflect consciously on the  
mean1ngOflanguage．However，itislikelythatscoreswerehigherontheForcedChoice  
Thsk because selectinganaPPrOPriateidiominterpretationis not as di瓜cult as  
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generatingone（c£Gibbs1987；NippoldandThylor1995）・   
1norderto如拙erinvestigatetheassociationbetweentranSParenCy，COnteXt，and  
idiomcomprehension，aSeParateanalysiswascamiedoutuslngtheresultsofboth  
comprehensiontasksforthe8highest－and8lowest－tranSParenCyidiomsonly（See（1）  
and（2），Section3．1）．Transparencyratingsranged録om4■00to4・64forthehigh－  
tranSParenCygrOup（mean4．39，SD．73）and丘oml・18to2・36forthelow－tranSParenCy  
group（mean1．85，SD．92）．Aquestionofparticularinterestwaswhetheraninteraction  
betweentranSparenCyandcontextmightemerge，glVenthegreatergapbetweenhigh－  
andlow－tranSParenCyidioms・Results，however，fo1lowedthe samePatternaSthose  
obtainedintheanalysesofal124testidioms・10Therewasamaine脆ctfbrboth  
tranSParenCy（FI（1，17）＝25．88，P＜・001；為（1，14）＝10・26，P＜・01）andcontext（F］（1，  
17）＝18．00，P＜．001；為（1，14）＝15．61，P＜．01）intheExplanationThsk，aSWellasin  
theForcedChoiceThsk（tranSParenCy：Fl（1，17）＝13．22，P＜・01；Fi（1，14）＝9・60，P  
＜．01；COnteXt：Fi（1，17）＝5．28，P＜．05）．11However，therewas no signincant  
interactionbetweenthesetwqfactorsineitherofthecomprehensiontasks．   
5．Diseussiom   
The results ofthis studyindicate that bothidiom type and context condition  
innuenceL2leamerS’comprehensionofidioms．Contrarytoexpectation，L2leamerS  
Were COnSistently abletointerpret high－tranSparenCyidioms（とrossswoTdwiths．0．，  
hangbyathrea4）moresuccessfu11ythanlow－tranSParenCyidioms（とhewthe  
thewagon）．Thisindicatesthat，insomecases，1eamerS’intuitionsabouthowtheliteral  
mean1ngSOfidiomsarerelatedtotheirnon－1iteralmean1ngSmayhelpthemtointerpret  
unfhmiliaridioms．Italso suggests that there may be arelationship betweenidiom  
tranSParenCy，Whichis based on払miliaritywiththe meaning ofidioms，andidiom  
interpretability丘omthepointofviewofuninformedL21earnerS．However，鎚血er  
researchisneededtoclarifythenatweoftranSParenCyanditsroleinL2leamers’idiom  
COmPrehension．OnequestionofparticularimportanCeistherelationshipbetweenidiom  
tranSParenCyand’decomposition’（seeSection2．2）．GibbsandNayak（1989：117，124）  
State that decompositionandtranSParenCy are Slightlydi蝕rentbut notindependent  
factors，basedon apositive statisticalcorrelationbetweenthe two．However，Gibbs  
（1991：615）views decomposition（alsocalled‘analyzability’）asa’newindependent  
Variable’andusesittoreanalyzepartofthedata丘omGibbs（1987）．Atthesametime，  
LevoratoandCacciari（1999）usetheterm’analyzability’torefbrtoameasureofthe  
relatednessbetweenthenon－1iteralandliteralmean1ngSOfanidiom，Whichishowother  
10Initialanalysisofthe8highest－and8lowestTtranSParenCyidiomsincludedtheproficiency  
factor；butsincetherewasnomaine飽ctforpronciencyandnointeractionbetweenproficiency  
andtheothertwofactorsofinterest，theproficiencyfactorwasexcluded舟omconsideration．  
Theresultsreportedaboveare舟omatwo－Wayanalysisofidiomtypeandcontextcondition．  
11IntheitemanalysisfbrtheForcedChoiceThsk，theeぽbctforcontextconditionwasnot  
Statisticallysignificant（為（1，14）＝2．14，P＝．17）．  
－26－   
studiesde航netranSParenCy（See Sectionl）・Sortingouttheuseofthesetermsand  
establishingprlnCipledmethodstodistinguishbetweenthepropertiestheyrepresentis  
necessaryfor血rther clarincation of the nature ofidiom mean1ng andidiom  
understandinginL21eamerS．   
TheresultsofthisstudyalsoshowthatlearnerSareabletousecontexttodecodethe  
meanlngs ofun血niliaridioms．Thisisconsistentwithpastresearch（Cooper1999；  
Liontas2002；Ishida2008b）and with the hypothesis ofthis study．Past research，  
however，did not explore how the presence or absence of context a飴cts the  
COmPrehensionofidiomsofdi蝕rentdegreesoftranSParenCy・Thisstudyshowedthat  
learnerSWeremOreSuCCeSSfulinterpretingbothhigh－andlow－tranSParenCyidiomswith  
SuPPOrtivecontextthanwithout．Animportant且ndingwasthatcontext払cilitatedL2  
leamers，interpretationoflow－tranSParenCyidioms（PS＜・01forboththeExplanation  
andForcedChoiceThsks）．ForexamPle，Whenpresentedinnon－SuPPOrtivecontext，the  
idiomcarTyatOrChjbrs．0．reCeived2points（outofapossible18）ontheExplanation  
lもskand Opoints（OutOfapossible9）ontheForcedChoiceTbsk・However，With  
SuPPOrtivecontextthisidiomreceivedscoresof8and8，reSPeCtively・FuturereSearCh  
Should examine the e飴cts oftraining L2learnerS tO uSe COnteXtand／or multiple  
examPlestoinferthemean1ngSOfbothtypesofidioms，inordertoshedfurtherlighton  
theinfluenceofcontextonidiomcomprehension．   
Thisstudyshowednointeractionbetweenidiomtypeandcontextcondition．The  
hypothesis was that supportive contextmight allowleamers tointerpret high－and  
low－tranSParenCyidioms equallywell，Oralternatively，thatsupportivecontextmight  
facilitatetheinterpretationofhigh－tranSParenCyidiomsmorethanitfacilitatedthatof  
low－tranSParenCyidioms．Infact，theresultsranCOntrarytObothoftheseexpectations．  
Therewasamaine飴ctforcontextandtranSParenCyinbothcomprehensiontasks，but  
therewasnointeractionbetweenthesetwofhctorsintheanalysisofal124idioms，Orin  
thefo1low－uPanalysisofthe8highest－and8lowestNtranSParenCyidioms．Thefhctthat  
leamerSunderstood high－tranSParenCyidioms better thanlow－tranSParenCyidioms  
regardless of context condition suggests that tranSParenCyand context may be  
independentfactors・However，theseresultsshouldbetesteduslngalargernumberof  
ParticipantSandidioms．   
Therewerenomaine飴ctsorinteractionsassociatedwithpro丘ciencylevelinthis  
Study・Thisislikelybecause，althoughtherewasaslgn摘cantdi飽rencebetweenthe  
twopro茄ciencygroupsinterms ofperfbrmanCeOntheclozetest，ParticipantSWere  
relativelyhomogeneousintermSOfL21eamingbackgroundandexperience（SeeSection  
3・2）andrelativelysma11innumber．FuturestudiesshouldtargetalargernumberofL2  
1eamerSWithawiderrangeOfpro鮎iencylevels・Particularattentionshouldbepaidto  
the questionofwhetherornotthere aredi蝕rentiale蝕cts ofcontextconditionand  
idiomtypefordi飴rentabilitylevels；inaddition，thisstudy，shypothesisregarding  
interactionsshouldbereqexamineduslngmOreadvanCedle訂nerS・Supportivecontext  
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mightenableadvanCedleamerstointerpretlow－tranSParenCyidiomsequallyaswe11as  
high－tranSParenCyidioms（See Gibbs，199lresultsforolderchildren），Oritmight  
fhcilitatetheirinterpretation ofhigh－tranSParenCyidioms morethanthat oflow－  
tranSParenCyidioms（SeeGibbs1987）・   
6・1mplicationsfbrmodeIsofL2idiomcomprehension   
ItisunlikelythatthereisasinglemodeltoaccountforhowL21eamerSinterpretthe  
meanlngSOfidioms・PaststudieshaveshownthatleamerSuSeaVarietyofstrategiesto  
interpretL2idioms，includingguesslng丘omcontext，uSlngthewordsintheidiom  
phrase，andusingLlidioms（Ⅰ両01986a；Cooper1999；石田2006；Ishida2008b）・The  
resultsofthisstudyindicatethatleamerStrytOuSetheirmetaphoricandpragmatic  
competence（GrantandBauer2004）toanalyzeandre－interprettheliteralmemingsof  
idioms，andthatthisstrategyfacilitatesthecomprehensionofsomeidioms（e・g・hangわノ  
athrea4）．Thissuggeststhattheprocessofinterpretingsomeidiomsissimilartothe  
process ofinterpreting other kinds offigurativelanguage・However，manyidioms  
camotbeinterpretedbyanalysisoftheidiomphrasealone（e・g・COOloneおheels）・These  
idiomslikelyrequlreamOreholisticinterpretationprocess，SimilartOtheprocessof  
interpreting血miliarwords（Sternberg1987；NippoldandTaylor1995）・Theresultsof  
thisstudysuggestthatane飴ctivestrategyfortheseidiomsisin鎚rringmeamng丘om  
SuPPOrtivecontext．   
Oneobviousdi伍cultyisthatanL2leamerencounteringanunfamiliaridiomforthe  
arsttimedoesnotknowwhetherornotitistranSparent．ThismeanSthatleamersare  
likely to try－unSuCCeSSfu11y－10analyzetheliteralmeanings oflow－tranSParenCy  
idiomsinthe same Waythattheyanalyzethose ofhigh－tranSParenCyidioms・Past  
researchhas proposedtrainingleamers touse aVarietyofinterpretation strategies，  
includingguesslngthemeamngofanidiom丘omitspartsandinfbrringmeamng丘om  
COniext（Ir両01986b；Cooper1999；BoersandDemecheleer2001）．However，further  
investigationisnecessarytoclarifyhowleamerscombineuseOfthesetwostrategies  
undernaturalconditionsandhowtheycanbetrainedtousethemmoste飴ctivelyto  
interpretidiomsofdi飴rentdegreesoftranSParenCy．ResearChisalsoneededtoclarify  
the e脆ct ofrepeated exposure toidioms onidiom comprehension，aS We11asthe  
associationsbetweenfamiliarity，tranSParenCy，andcontext．   
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